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Three summaries of extension service resource 
utilization by low income and minority groups during fiscal year 1971 
are included, with interpretative observations. The first deals with 
the relationship between general and low income programs in terms of 
resources expended in areas of agriculture, home economics, 4-H 
youth, and community resource development. The second compares the 
areas in n^^hich members of minority groups (Negroes, American Indians, 
and Spanish Americans) were contacted by extension workers. The third 
suflimary deals with the relationship between contacts made per man. day 
expended, comparing general and low income programs. The data used 
were obtained from report 71032 and replaces a previous summary dated 
May 1, 1972, (MS) 
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Washington, d.C. 20Z50 



SUBJECT: Ff 71 Resource Utilissation 

- Low Income Progranis 

- Contacts made by Minority Groups 
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Program and Staff Development 
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A suminary has been prepared of the use of Extension resourcer? during 
FY 71 in relation to: 

1. Relationship be^tv/een j^eneral and lo;; income prograiis 
in terras of luandays expended, 

2. Contacts made with minority jj^roups (Ne^ro, i\meriean Indian, 
Spanish Merican) by Extension professionals and their 
relationship to lev/ income programs. 

The first sur>Tmary (Attachments 1 S 2) deals with the relationship bctv-een 
general (regular) and lo';; income progrrams in terms cf resources expended. 

The second summary (Attachments 3 & 4) deals with the manner in which 
meitibers of minority groups v/ere contacted hv Extension professionals and 
whether these contacts involved general or low incom.e programs. 

The third suiv.n.arv' (Attachment 5) deals with the relationship between 
contacts made per manday expended, comparing f.c-Tieral and low income 
pro|?;rams. 

The data used for these surimarlcti vrere obtained from, report 71032 and the 
following should be kept in mini: 

!• Puerto TJico is not included, 

2. Only "Program" data v;as included. That is, Tntetnationnl, 
Staff ]')evej onm.cnt , Program Leadership, Adm.inistrati^on h. 
Svipport and Leave were excluded from consideration. 

3. Only prof essioijal staff v;ere ccrisldcred. 

4# ITo contacts are included for Alabama and Hississioni. 



FILMED FROM BEST AWLABLE "COPY" 



FY 71 Resource Util3.2ation 



We believe this data would be interesting for the Adninistrator to 
review and implies some implications for the CESS staff in their 
role of providing program leadership, in conducting program and 
comprehensive reviev;s and in revievzing their commitment to 
disadvantaged, minority and lov; income clientele. 

This replaces a previous summary of this type dated Kay 1, 1972, 
which was discussed at the Administrative Council meeting on 
May 8, 1972. 

At Hr« Kirby's request we are preparing a version of this data for 
distribution to State Extension Directors. 




CHESTER E. SUANK, Director 
Program Analysis and Evaluation 

Attachments 



OBSERVATIONS 



The attached sunmary (Attachment 1) indicates the amoijnt of 
Extension resources vhich were expended for General and Low 
Income programs (13,66%). 

a. Low Inconic is defined as "programs designed for or 
specifically related to clientele irlth Low Income". 

The data indicates that overall, Extension has done relatively 
little in desicning programs for or relating them specifically 
to Low Income clientele, 

a. The Hone Economics area has done the best, primarily 
because of the EFNEP program, 

b. In c.'ther areas the proportion of Low Income work on a total 
profxam basis is: 

(1) Agriciilture - Overall 2,179 

(2) Familv Living 2,161 

(3) 4-H Youth 3,46/* 

(4) CRD ,706 

c. Some program leaders will maintain that programs for Iovt 
income clientele are not designed specifically for this 
group. At least in some cases this is debatable. Further, 
"regular" programs which are offered to low income clientel 
can be reported as relating to low income, however it does 
not appear that it is being done, 

I-Jhen the areas are reviewed bv thsir particular components the 
amount of low income work is still relatively low, with the 
exception of Food & Nutrition, This breakdoTm is included in 
Attachment 2, 

VJith our professed emphasis on scrvinr. low income, alienat:ed an 
disadvantaged clientele, at least those with low income we are 
doing vetv little, 

a, l-Jhat actions are necessary by ES Program Units to instire 
that programs for lox-7 income are being reported correctly? 

(1) Should this be a consideration when condu:ting Program 
Reviews? 



(2). 1shat other actions should be taken? 



Observations 



-2- 



b, VJhat actions are necessary by HS -Propran Units to 
increase the proportion of prop,raris that deal with 
low income clientele? 

c. Do we (ES) have a clear understanding of vhat constitutes 
low incone clientele? Does our interpretation coincide 
with the understandings and vieTmoints of the states? 

5. Although EMIS and SEJIIS V7ere not designed to identify the 
"touching" of all low incoirie clientele (except bv prograns 
designed for or specifically related to then), it would seen 
appropriate that more exfort must be made to identify, plan *and 
report those progranv'3 (activities) v:hich are related to (dei'ivcred 
to) this type of clientele. 



i 



T 



i 



o w 

H > 
p: 



o 

H 

o o 
o 

M 

& W 

no 



CO 



00 
<3- 



C^ 



O 

o 
1^ 



CO 











rH 


O 


O 




« 


• 


• 


• 


rH 




iH 


o 







rH 


CO 






o 


ro 


m 




rH 










H 




in 


CM 


CO 


m 


a> 




O 




H 


m 


H 


iH 




ON 


c\ 


in 


CO 


H 


Csl 


CO 


CM 


CN 


o 


oci 




rH 










rH 
iH 


m 


CO 




CO 




in 


CO 


00 




o 


CM 


o 


o 


o 


o 


H 


• 




• 


• 


• 




• 


• 



4J 

O 
H 

iH M-( 
€3 O 

o 



CO 



0\ 
CM 



CO 

o 

CO 



CM 



<3- 

o 

CTfc 



CO 



tH 

o 



<3- 



00 
00 

CO 
o 

CM 



CO 



v£> 
CO 
00 
O 
CO 



CM 



vO 

o 



o 

CM 
C 
C^ 
CM 



CO 



CX3 
CO 



CO 

m 

CO 

o 



u 

4J 
iH 

o 

•H 

to 
< 



i 

o 

M 

s 

O 



§ 

•H 

I 

0) 

a 
o 
u 

:§ 



o 



to 

































c: 
















0) 




CQ 
















05 
















O 












> 






CD 




s 




s 


ro 


o 


Q) 


















•rl 




•H 




•H 


£ 






H 




U 




4J 


M 


tt 


a 






u 




O 




O 


o 


tH 








o 


tH 


:3 


u 


•H 










to 










c 




o 




W 












u 


t3 




& 




« 




to 




O 


O 




O 












T3 




•H 


iH 






o 




•H 


o 


4J 








o 




O 


CiC 




>4 




a 




2 


•H 












^ 




4J 


G 


U 




o 


M 


o 


> 


0) 




o 












O 


W 


o 




o 

























O 
H 



ERIC 



c 

1 



n3 
O 

§ 



H 
S3 



<: 

H 



rt 

O 

H 

O 

to 

O 10 



CM 




o 


m 


CO 


o 




vo 


m 


00 


o 


o 


• 


• 


m 


• 


• 


• 




CM 


o 


rH 




o 




rH 


CM 






o 












rH 


vo 


o 


VO 


rH 


a\ 


a\ 


CNi 


CM 




VO 


vo 


00 


CO 


00 


VO 




n 




^ 


vo 


CO 


rH 


CM 


vo 






vo 




a\ 


CO 


CM 


CO 


m 


00 


rH 














CM 



1 

C O ^ 

^ O p4 

W W fij 

• H <: 

X < H 

W U C/2 




rH 
(C 
4J 
O 

0) 

5 o 
u 

H 



»-3 



rH 

4J 

O 

H 

rH 

u o 
(J 

0) 



rH 



VO 
00 

o 

rH 



vol 
rHI 



rH 

m 

rH 
^» 



00 










CM 


• 


• 


• 


CM 


o 


CO 




rH 


r-r 



CO 










o 


00 


00 


cc 




vo 


CO 




o 


vo 


vo 




m 




CO 






00 


vo 






CM 


CO 



rH 


vo 


rH 


vo 


CO 


sr 




vo 


• 


• 


• 


• 




en 




CO 

rH 



o 
o 
o 
o 

CM 



CM 


vO 


CM 


rH 


CO 


rH 


00 


ro 


00 




o 


CO 


a\ 


rH 








CO 


o\ 


CM 


■ <r 


CO 


CO 


CO 


• 


• 


• 


00 


VO 


vo 


CM 




00 


00 ' 


CM 




St 


CO 




ON 


O 


o\ 


vo 


CO 


CM 






vo 




rH 


CO 



CM 



o 

§ 

o 

G 



g 

Tt 

u 
u 

5S 

O 
O 

FZ4 



H 
O 
H 



to 

rH 

I 



G 
U 

o 

(0 

o 

u & 

♦H O 

3 o 
e > 

O Q 



CM 
H 

i 

I 



o 


00 






CO 


m 




m 


CO 




in 


cn 


o 


CM 


o 


o 


o 


o 


• 


• 


• 


« 


• 


• 



^ P5 

H O 

O Q 

H Pi 

O CO 
CO 



vO 


H 




VO 




H 


• 


• 


in 





1^ 
o 



H O 
O -H 
H U 

O ^ 



00 


H 




VD 






CM 


m 


c 




CO 


00 


tn 


CM 


CO 




CO 


o 


VO 


O 


o 


CO 


o 


CO 


• 


• 




• 


• 


• 


• 


• 



















o 

OS 
CM 



CO 

CO 



M 



ERIC 



H 



o 



CO 
H 

w 



CM 


m 


vO 








m 




CO 


o 




H 




CO 








00 






VO 




VO 


m 


r-l 








o 




CM 


O 




• 


• 


• 




• 




• 




• 


• 






CM 


VO 








CM 




m 


CO 




tion 






cn 












^ d 

P H 
CJ o 


OJ 








CJ 












> H 


iiiin 








c 


O 










O 


E: 




c 




^-4 




C 




% 


u 


O 


0) 




o 




•H 




o 






Pi 


c 


CO 




•H 




H 




•rt 




•H 






c 












iJ 




iJ 






o 












O 




O 






CJ 




o 


o 










CJ 




e 








w 










*J 
















cd 


O 




o 










■ W 






CJ 






c 


u 






c 






to 


p^ 


CJ 








CJ 




o 






c 




1 


c 


»-» 


C 


^3 




•rl 


iH 


& 


•H 


CJ 








•H 


•H 


CJ 


4J 








o 


o 




id 


4J 


O 


CO 


C5 

*U 




4J 


CJ 


}-l 


u 


o 




OJ 




u 




CO 




:3 






H 












0} 




o 






•H 








O 




u 




CO 




1 


O 




o 








o 










CO 
















pi 





CO H 

^§ 

o 



CO 

u 

M 

c 

§ 

w 
o 



CO 
H 

o 



o 



VO 

vo 



§ 

O 
O 



m 
m 
o 
• 

H 



to 

•rl 



l3A 



o 

H 



CO 
C CO 

U 



CO 



H 
O 



CO 



o 



■ ti: 




<: o 




o 

H ^ 
o ^ 


» r ^ 
O 1 




I>5 < 
W 



PC 



CO H 



00 

o 



CO 
M 
PS 
H 

O 



m 
o 

o 

rH 



ERIC 



PS 
H 
P 
O 

<3- 



CO 
H 

§ 



:3 
o 

t 



CO 



w 

C 

S 



CONTACTS BY MINORITY GROUPS WITH 
EXTEMSIOl] PROGRAMS - FY 71 



Based upon the assumption that the majority of ninority groups 
contacted hy Extension Professionals during FY 71 were in the 
low incoii.e category, an analysis has been made of these contacts. 

Attachment 3 outlines the percentage of contacts with minority 
groups as a percentage of all contacts made Mth all groups. 
These data indicate; 

a. Contacts with minority groups in all program areas is 
re 1 a t i ve ly ].o w • 

b# Negroes h.nve the lowest proportion of contacts by Agriculture 
than any ether Extension program area. The same is true of 
American Indians and Spanish Americans. 

c.^ NegroeB ha^t. the largest proportion of contacts by the 
.Home Economics propram^ priirarily because of the EFNEP 
prograra. 

Attachment A relates the contact relationship (general and low 
income) with Extension programs wi thin the sraall proportion of 
contacts indicated in Attachment 3, This data presents some 
Interesting relationships: 

a. The majority of contacts by Negroes has been involved v;ith 
general programs rather than lov; income programs. The 
exception Is Home Economics. Tne same is true of American 
Indians and Spanish Americans, 
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COKTACTS ?Vvl)E WITH ItlNORITY GP.OUPS BY EXTENSION PROFESSIONALS 

FY 71 

Kelationship to General & Low Income Prop^raras 

[ 



NEGROES 



AREA 



CONTACTS 
7. NECPO 



Total CESS Prograra 7.261 

Agriculture 3.789 

Home Economics 10.274 

4-n Youth 8.A68 

CRD 6.810 



% 

GENERAL 
65.008 
77.598 
42.267 
72.480 
65,136 



% 

LOW INCO?^E 
34.992 
22.401 
57.732 
27.519 
34.863 



AIIERICAN INDIANS 



% AtERICi\N INDIANS 



Total CESS Program 
Agriculture 
Horae Economics - 
4~H Youth 
CRD 



,625 
,439 
,964 
,614 
,835 



53.609 
69.386 
31.745 
61.568 
47.499 



46.387 
30.613 
68.249 
38.431 
52.500 



SPANISH A^^•:RICANS 

Total CESS Program 
Agriculture 
Home Economics 
4-H Youth 
CRD 



% SPANISH ATtERICANS 

1.121 64.288 

.702 87.452 

1.972 36.920 

1.127 72.020 

1.034 83.080 



35.711 
12.547 
63.079 
27.979 
16.919 
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OBSERVATIONS 



The three minority groups disvcussed accounted for 9.007 of 
the contacts by Extension prograns. This seems to be a low 
percentacc in terms of the interest of Extension in programs 
for lovj income and minority f;roups. A-^riculture program 
proportion was only 4.93% with these f^roups, 

a, VJhat actions are necessary to develop and offer programs 
which will attract more members of minority groups? VJhat 
actions should program units take in providing National 
leadership in this regard? 

Within the contacts made with minority groups most of the 
contacts have been in Extension's general program, 

a; Vlhat actions are necessary to increase the contacts with 
minority groups involving those individuals with low incom 

Contacts with Extension programs continues to be lar^^ely with 
Caucasians who are not low income. 



s 

/ 



ATTACHMENT 5 



NUMBER OF CONTACTS 
PER MAJ.'DAY EXPENDED 
FY 71 



AREA 



GENERAL 



LOW INCOt^F, 



Total CESS ProGram 
Agriculture 
Home Econotnics 
4~H Youth 
CRD 



3^».583 
25.127 
35.853 
A7.812 
29.854 



22.606 
21.142 

17.653 
32.936 
27.716 



LOW INCOME PROGRAMS 
RANKED FROM HIGH TO LOW 



GENERAL 



RATIO 

LOW INCOME LOW INCOME TO GENEPJ^L 



Agriculture-Forestry Production 16.673 
& Marketing 

Agriculture-Marketing 34.904 

CRD 29.854 

Agriculture- Itaprovlng Farm Income 23*929 

Agriculture-Pesticide Education & 

Emergency Preparedness 24.775 

Agriculture-Soil & Water Conservation 25.662 

Agriculture-Resource Protection & 27.237 
Environmental Improvement 



4-H Youth 

Agrlculture-Recreation» Wildlife & 
Natural Beauty 

Family Living 



Food & Nutrition 



47.812 

27.040 
35.595 
36.827 



20.520 

36.163 
27.716 
19.136 

18.582 
18.700 
19.427 

32.936 

15.852 
19.068 
17.058 



.812 

.965 
1.07 
1.250 

1.333 
1.372 
1.402 

1.45 

1.705 
i.866 
2'. 158 
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OBSERVATIONS 



Given the relatively small amount of low income work being 
performed the ratio of contacts between Extension's low income 
and z^nQVV.l. prpj];rams per manday expended run at a rate of from 
,812 to 2.158 times p^reater than for contacts with p^cneral programs. 

a. This means ve generally work more efficiently (in terms of 
contacts per manday) V7ith clientele in n^^^^sl programs 

than in lov7 income prof;rams. It is recognized that vork with 
loi'j income clientele generally requires a more individualized 
approach thus causing a low contact per manday expended, 

b. It would seem appropriate for the CESS to review the approaches 
used in general programs to -determine where and how improvements 
can be made in low income programs to increase our effectiveness. 

(1) Fcr example we do better in contacts with low income 

programs in Forestry Production/ltarketing, and llarketing 
than we do vrith general programs in these areas. 

An increase in the amount of low income work and contacts made bv 
minority groups thercv;ith would improve this situation. 



ERIC Clearinj2fhouse 

SEP4 1973 
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